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DEQ S ON AND CERTI H CATI ON CGF REPRESENTATI VE

Followng a Petition for CGertification filed by the Lhited Farm
VWrkers of Arerica, AFL-A O (AW, on Cctober 17, 1980,y a representation
el ecti on was conducted on Cctober 24 anong the agricul tural enpl oyees of
Heritage Farns Mishroons, Inc. The official Tally of Ballots showed the

follow ng results:

UFW. . 31
No Lhion .............. 10
Chal | enged Ballots ...... 9

Tot al 50

The Enployer tinely filed post-el ection objections, the fol |l ow ng
two of which were set for hearing:

1. Wether the Lhited FarmVWrkers of Anerica, AFL-A O (UAW,
through its agents, representatives and supporters, used
supervi sors to coerce enpl oyees into signing the union
authorization cards by informng themthat if they did not
sign the card they would | ose their jobs, and, if so,
whet her such conduct affected the outcone of the el ection.

Ul ess otherwise noted, all dates herein refer to 1980.



2. Wether the UFW through its agents, representatives and
supporters, coerced agricultural enployees inthe

exercise of their rights by having supervisors solicit

the enpl oyees to sign union authorization cards and

threaten the enpl oyees wth | oss of enpl oynent if they

failed to sign such cards; and, if so, whether such

conduct affected the outcone of the el ection.

The hearing on objections was held on June 16, 17, 22, 23, 24, 25,
and 30, 1981, before Investigative Hearing Examner (IHE) Steven K Nagano,
who issued the attached proposed deci sion on Decenber 24, 1981. The | HE found
that Maribel Avila and Refugi o Franco were supervisors wthin the neaning of
Labor Gode section 1140. 4(j),g/ and even assumng that they nade objectionabl e
statenents to enpl oyees, their conduct was in effect counterbal anced by the
Enpl oyer' s vi gorous no-union pre-el ection canpaign and its pre-el ection
assurances to enpl oyees that no reprisals woul d be taken agai nst them because
of the way they voted. The | HE recommended that we overrul e the Enpl oyer's
obj ections and certify the UFWas the col | ective-bargai ning representative of
the Enpl oyer's agricultural enpl oyees.

The Enpl oyer tinely filed exceptions to the IHE s Decision and a
supporting brief. The UFWtinely filed a brief in response to the Enpl oyer's
except i ons.

Pursuant to the provisions of Labor Gode section 1146, the
Agricultural Labor Relations Board (ALRB or Board) has del egated its
authority inthis matter to a three-nenber panel.

The Board has considered the record and the attached

é'All section references herein are to the Galiforni a Labor CGode
unl ess ot herw se st at ed.

8 ALRB Nb. 65 2.



I|HE Decision in light of the exceptions and briefs of the parties§/

and has decided to affirmthe IHE s rulings, findings, and

concl usi ons,ﬂ/ and to adopt his reconmendati ons. Accordingly, we
hereby overrul e the Enpl oyer's objections and we shal |l certify the UFW

CERTI H CATI ON G- REPRESENTATI VE

It is hereby certified that a ngority of the valid votes has been
cast for the Lhited FarmVWrkers of Anerica, AFL-AQQ and that, pursuant to
Labor Gode section 1146, the said | abor organization is the excl usive
representative of all the agricultural enpl oyees of Heritage Farns Mushroons,
Inc., inthe Sate of Galifornia for the purpose of collective bargai ning, as
defined in Labor Code section 1155.2(a), concerning enpl oyees' wages, wor ki ng
hours, and other terns and conditions of enpl oynent.

Dated: Septenber 23, 1982
HERBERT A PERRY, Acting Chair man
ALFRED H SONG  Menber

JEROME R WALD E, Menber

3 The WFWasserts that the Enployer, in relying on the conduct of its own
supervisors in attenpting to set this election aside, transgresses 8
Galifornia Admnistrative Gode section 20365 (d). V& note that the actions of
supervisors are not autormatically attributable to the enpl oyer where, as in
this case, such actions are explicitly di savowed by the enpl oyer prior to the
el ection and where the enpl oyer's vi gorous no-uni on pre-el ection canpai gn
nakes it unlikely for enpl oyees to believe that the pro-uni on supervisors
speak on behal f of the enpl oyer. (S evenson Equi pnent Conpany (1969) 174 NLRB
865 [70 LRRM 1302]. See also Vista Verde v. ALRB (1981) 29 Cal.3d 307 [172
CGal . Rotr. 720]; Superior Farmng Gonpany, Inc. (Nov. 6, 1981) 7 ALRB No. 39.)

4/ In reaching our decision, we place no reliance on Turner's
Express, Inc. (1971) 189 NLRB 106 [76 LRRM 1562], cited by the IHE (See
S evenson Equi pnent GConpany, supra, 174 NLRB 865.)

8 ALRB Nb. 65 3.



CASE SUMVARY

Heritage Farns Mushroons, |nc. 8 ALRB No. 65
Case No. 80- RG 86- SAL

THE DEA S ON

Followng a representative el ection in which the United FarmVWrkers of
Arerica, AFL-QO (UAW received a majority of the votes, the Ewl oyer tinely
filed post-election objections alleging that two of its pro-UWsupervisors
solicited enpl oyees to sign UFWaut hori zation cards and t hreat ened enpl oyees
wth |oss of enploynent if they refused to sign the cards. The Investigative
Hearing Examner (I HE) recommended overruling the objections. He found that
one such incident of 1nproper campai gning did take place, but that even if the
al leged activities had occurred, the conduct of the supervisors did not
warrant setting aside the el ection as the Ewl oyer specifically di savowed
their statements as to the affected enpl oyees and gave t hose workers pre-

el ection assurance of freedomfromretaliation.

BOARD DEQ S ON

The Board affirned the |HE s rulings, findings, and concl usions, overrul ed the
Enpl oyer' s objections and certified the UFAWas the excl usive col | ective

bar gai ni ng representative of the Enployer's agricultural enpl oyees. The Board
noted that actions or statenents of supervisors are not autonatically
attributable to the Enpl oyer where such conduct has been expl icitly di savowed
by the Enployer prior to the election and where the Enpl oyer's vigorous no-

uni on pre-el ection canpai gn nakes it unlikely for enployees to believe that
pro- uni on supervi sors speak on behal f of nanagenent.

* * *

This Case Sunmmary is furnished for infornation only and is not an official
statement of the case, or of the ALRB.



STATE CF CALI FCRN A
AR GLTURAL LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD

In the Matter of:

HER TAGE MUSHROOM FARVE, | NC, Case No. 80- RG 86- SAL
Enpl oyer,

and

WN TED FARM WRKERS CF
AMR CA AFL-AQ

Petiti oner.

Hoyd J. Palner of Littler,
Mendel son, Fastiff & Tichy
for the Enpl oyer.

Francis E Fernandez
for the Petitioner.

CEQ S ON
STATEMENT CF THE CASE

STEVEN K NAGANQ Investigative Hearing Examner: this case was
heard by ne on June 16, 17, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 30, 1981, in Glroy,

CGalifornia.

h ctober 22, 1980, the Lhited FarmVdrkers of Averica, AFL-A O
(UAW filed a petition for certification as coll ective bargai ni ng
representati ve of the agricultural enpl oyees of Heritage Farns Mishroons, |nc.
(Epl oyer) in San Martin and all other Galifornia |ocations. h QGctober 24,

1980, the Salinas Regional DOrector conducted an election at the



Enpl oyer's plant. The tally of ballots reveal ed the foll owi ng results:

UFW 31

No Uhi on 10

Uhresol ved Chal | enged Bal |l ot s 9

Total Nunber of Ballots 50

The Enployer filed tinely objections to the el ection and the
follow ng issues were set for hearing:

1. Wether the Lhited FarmVWrkers of Awerica, APL-AQ (WA ,
through its agents, representatives and supporters, used supervisors to coerce
enpl oyees into signing the union authorization cards by informng themthat if
they did not sign the card they would | ose their jobs, and, if so, whether
such conduct affected the outcone of the el ection.

2. Wiether the UFW through its agents, representatives and
supporters, coerced agricultural enployees in the exercise of their rights by
havi ng supervisors solicit the enpl oyees to sign union authorization cards and
threaten the enpl oyees wth | oss of enploynent if they failed to sign such
cards; and, if so, whether such conduct affected the outcone of the el ection.

Al parties were represented at the hearing and were given full
opportunity to participate in the proceedi ngs.

Uoon this entire record, including ny observati on of the deneanor
of the wtnesses, and after consideration of the argunents nade by the

parties, | make the follow ng findings of fact and concl usi ons of |aw



Jurisdiction

None of the parties challenged the Board' s jurisdictioninthis
nmatter. Accordingly, | find the Enployer is an agricultural enployer wthin
the neani ng of Labor (ode section 1140.4Xc) and the UFWis a | abor
organi zation wthin the neaning of Labor Code section 1140. 4(f).

Backgr ound

The Enpl oyer produces and sells nushroons. It is owned and nmanaged
by Donal d Baker, John Wner and Loui s O Cecco.

As General Manager, Don Baker's duties include office
admni stration, personnel and sales. Louis O Gecco is in charge of the
Enpl oyer's financial natters. John Wner is responsible for the grow ng of
the nushroons. Wner spends nost of his tine in the growng areas, and he is
assi sted by Ji m Goet z.

The operation of the Enpl oyer is divided functionally into two
parts: the picking houses, |arge sheds where the nushroons are grown, and the
packi ng room where the nushroons are processed and packaged. During the
pertinent pre-election period, Sal vador Avila was the supervisor for the
pi cki ng houses. Refugi o Franco al so worked in the picking houses. As one of
those who al l egedl y threatened enpl oyees, Franco's status as a supervi sor
under the Act is at issue inthis matter. |In June, 1980, Maribel Avila was
pronoted to the position of packi ng room supervisor, according to Don Baker.
As Maribel Avila is alleged to have threatened enpl oyees, her supervisory

status is al so at issue.



Don Baker testified that, as packing room supervisor, Mribel Avila
was responsi ble for scheduling the work tine and duties of the eight packing
house enpl oyees, and filling orders fromcustonmers and hiring and di sciplining
the enpl oyees. Maribel acknow edged receiving at the tine of her pronotion,
Enpl oyer Exhibit 1 wth the exception of itens 16, 17, and 18 of the exhibit.
Enpl oyer Exhibit 1 is entitled "Packing Room Supervi sor Duties" and descri bes
vari ous supervisorial functions.

To a large extent, 'the tasks in the packi ng roomwere routi ne.
Enpl oyees assenbl ed t he boxes, wei ghed the nushroons, packed the nushroons,
transported nushroons to and fromthe cool er and cl eaned t he Packi ng Room
Al the approxi mately ei ght packi ng room enpl oyees perforned the various
t asks.

The work day in the packing roomwoul d begin wth Mribel going to
the office, adjacent to the packing room and receiving fromDon Baker or one
of the secretaries the custoner orders for the day. After receiving the
orders fromthe office, Maribel woul d direct the other enpl oyees to begin the
various tasks. Periodically, during the day Don Baker or Ken Goda woul d
provi de orders or nake i npronptu inspections of the nushroom pack. Mri bel
woul d al so check the work of the enployees. If she found an enpl oyee's wor k
I nadequat e, she woul d so i nformthe enpl oyee.

There was testinony that when an enpl oyee was | ate for work,

Mari bel woul d confront the enpl oyee, ask the reason for the tardiness, and

i nform Don Baker about the probl em



Qccasional Iy, Maribel had difficulties wth enpl oyees who ref used
to do as she directed. Prior to the el ection, Mribel asked Don Baker to tell
the workers that they were to obey her orders.

Ref ugi o Franco began working for the Enpl oyer in 1978. During the
pre-el ection period, Franco spent a |arge neasure of his working day
transporti ng stacks of nushroons fromthe picking houses to the cooler on a
hand dol ly. Bach trip' would take two to five mnutes, and on an average day
he woul d make fifteen trips, transporting 100 pounds of nushroons at a tine.
Franco woul d al so hel p Ramro Parra sweep the houses.

Don Baker testified that Franco had the authority to schedul e
workers, nonitor the work of the pickers, recormend people for hiring and to
di sci pline and di scharge workers. There was testinony that Franco soneti mes
told enpl oyees that their work was of inferior quality.

A fewtines each week Sal vador Avila woul d be absent fromhis
duties as supervisor either because he had a day off or because of ot her
duties. During Avila' s absences, Franco recorded the anount of nushroons
pi cked by each worker. In addition, Franco woul d communi cate nmanagenent' s
instructions to the pickers in the absence of Avila.

Sal vador Avila infornmed the enpl oyees that, in his absence,
they were to follow Franco's instructions. Qnce, upon Franco's request,

Ken Koda i nforned one enpl oyee that he was to fol |l ow Franco' s orders.

(n one occasi on when Avila was absent, during January of



1980, Franco instructed pi cker Juan Galindo to repick a tray of nushroons.
Gl indo refused. Wen Franco told Galindo that he nust follow his orders,
Gl indo struck Franco in the chest. Franco reported the incident to Don
Baker. Baker testified that Franco cane to himasking for Galindo' s check as
he was firing Galindo. Baker further testified that he told Franco he coul d
not have a check witten as the necessary office personnel were not present
that day but that he should have directed Galindo to | eave the prem ses.

Franco's testinony differed fromthat of Baker's. Essentially,
Franco testified that he nerely reported the incident to Baker and | eft the
natter in the hands of nmanagenent. Juan Qovarrubi os, who translated for Baker
and Franco when the latter reported the incident, testified that neither Baker
or Franco actually fired Galindo. @Glindo continued working after he struck
Franco, and he was not fired until the next day when Avila returned to work.
A nenorandumfrom Gal i ndo' s personnel file, dated January 15, 1980, indicates
that Galindo was termnated for having "struck his supervisor in the chest."
Enpl oyer Exhibit 3.

Al eged Threats

Packi ng roomworker Sal vador Correa testified that he originally
signed a UFWaut hori zation card voluntarily. Gorrea further testified that a
few days later, while in the packing room Mribel Avila asked himto sign
anot her authorization card. According to Correa, when he refused to sign the

card, Maribel said, "If you don't signit, you d better |ook for another job."
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Qorrea testified that the above incident occurred during the pre-election
period. Mribel Avila testified that she did not ask Correa to sign a second
aut hori zation card and that she did not threaten him

P cker Eiberto Gonzalez testified that before the el ecti on Refugi o
Franco cane to his hone to discuss the UPW Franco cane to his hone in the
afternoon and asked himto sign an authorization card. Wen Gonzal ez ref used
to signthe card, Franco said, "If you don't signit, it is possible youll be
taken out of here once the union conmes in." A work, again prior to the
el ection, Franco said to Gnzal ez, "You didn't want to sign, but you' re goi ng
to be fired once the union cones in."

Both Sal vador Correa and Eriberto Gnzal ez reported the al | eged
threats to nmanagenent. nzal ez reported the incidents to Ken Koda and
Sal vador Avila. They inforned Gonzal ez that he would not be fired because of
his position regarding the union and that he was free to vote as he chose.
Gorrea, after reporting the alleged threat to nanagenent, was al so assured
that he was free fromany reprisal. Both Gorrea and Gonzal ez nade
declarations indicating that they had been threatened. The declarations are
dated Cct ober 20, 1980.

During the pre-el ection period, the Enpl oyer engaged i n a vi gorous
anti-union canpai gn. The enpl oyer hired a | abor consul tant who assi sted
nanagenent in its attenpt to di ssuade the enpl oyees fromvoting, for the—
uni on. The canpai gn consi sted of group and individual neetings wth the

enpl oyees and distribution of leaflets. Basically, the position of the

Enpl oyer



was that it did not want the enpl oyees to vote for the UFW The Enpl oyer al so
i nforned the enpl oyees that they were free to vote either for or against the
UFWand that there woul d be no reprisals irrespective of their votes.

Anal ysi s

The threshol d question in this nmatter is whether Maribel Avila
and Refugi o Franco are supervisors. Labor Gode section 1140.4(j) defines
super vi sor,

"[t]he term' supervisor' neans any individual having the authority,

inthe interest of the enpl oyer, to hire, transfer, suspend, |ay

off, recall, pronote discharge, assign, reward or discipline other
enpl oyees, or the responsibility to direct them or to adjust their
grievances, or effectively to recoomend such action, if, in
connection with the foregoi ng, the exercise of such authority is
not of a nerely routine or clerical nature, but requires the use of
| ndependent j udgnent . "

The testinony establishes that Maribel Avila assigned enpl oyees to
their tasks, infornmed themwhen their perfornance was i nadequate, reprinanded
themwhen they were tardy and adj usted the enpl oyees' schedul es. The UFW
argues that Mribel acted as a conduit for nanagenent and did not exercise any
i ndependent judgnent, the sine qua non for supervisory status. Md-Sate

Horticulture G. (Decenber 19, 1978) 4 ALRB Nb. 101. However, the record

reveal s that in performng the above-nentioned functions, Avila did nore than

act as a conduit for



nanagenent. | ndeed, Maribel determned on her own where enpl oyees were
to work and when their perfornmance needed i nprovenent. | therefore
conclude that Maribel Avila is a supervisor wthin the neaning of --
Labor Gode section 1140.4 (j).

The Enpl oyer infornmed the enpl oyees that they were to obey the
orders of Refugio Franco. This, initself, indicates that he had the
authority to direct the enpl oyees. During the absences of Sal vador Avil a,
Franco had the authority nornal |y possessed by supervisor Avila.

The UFWargues that Franco' s occasional exercise of authority on
behal f of Avila would not qualify himas a supervisor, citing Anton Caratan

and Sons (Decenber 21, 1978) 4 ALRB Nb. 103. However, the record establi shed

that Avila was absent regularly every week. Thus, Franco' s actions as

supervi sor were not occasional, isolated incidents as in Anton Caratan and

Sons (supra). | therefore conclude that Refugi o Franco is a supervisor wthin
the neani ng of Labor (Code section 1140.4(j) .

The MNational Labor Relations Board has held that the nere
participation of a supervisor in a union's organizing canpaign, wthout a
show ng of possible objectionable effects, does not warrant setting aside

an election. Admral Petroleum Gorporation (1979) 240 NLRB 894, 100 LRRM

1373. In that case, the Board stated,
"The | eadi ng case, S evenson Equi pnent CGonpany

(1969) 174 NLRB 865, 70 LRRM 1302, set forward
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two areas of inquiry relevant to a show ng of such objectionabl e
effects. The first is the degree to whi ch enpl oyees nay infer
fromthe supervisory conduct that the enpl oyer favors the
uni on. . . The second concei vabl e effect of such supervisory
activity noted in Sevenson is 'found in the inplications of the
continuing rel ati onshi p between the supervi sor and the
enpl oyees' ... nanely, the possibility that such conduct coul d
coerce an enpl oyee into supporting the union out of fear of
future retaliation of a union-oriented supervisor."
Bef ore anal yzing the incidents of alleged threats, | first note
that the testinony of Salvador CGorrea was incredible. He was an evasi ve,
unr esponsi ve, confused witness. Further, he testified that Maribel Avila
threatened himfor not signing a second authorization card - an inherently
i nprobabl e incident. For these reasons, | find that Maribel Avila did not
threaten Sal vador Gorrea. However, the followng w il assune , for the sake
of analysis, that the threat against Gorrea did occur along wth the threat
agai nst Eiberto Gnzal ez, which I find did occur.
Under the first "prong" of the Sevenson test, it is clear that the
statenents by supervisors Avila and Franco woul d have had no obj ecti onabl e
effect. As Don Baker readily testified, the Enpl oyer engaged in a vi gorous

anti-uni on canpai gn naki ng certain its enpl oyees understood it was agai nst
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uni oni zati on. There woul d, have been no reasonabl e basis for the
enpl oyees to infer that the Enpl oyer favored the UFW

Uhder the second "prong” of the Stevenson test the statenents by
Avila and Franco woul d have had no obj ectionabl e effect. Both Avila and
Franco were mnor supervisors; it was apparent to enpl oyees that ultinate
authority rested wth top nanagenent, Don Baker and his co-owners. Thus, any
coercive effect of the conduct of Avila and Franco would be mninal . Turner's

Express, Inc.(1971) 189 NLRB 106, 76 LRRM 1562.

Any mininal coercive effect of the statenents by Avila and Franco
were negated by the pre-el ecti on assurances by the Enpl oyer that there woul d
be no reprisals for the way an enpl oyee voted. In Sevenson (supra),the Board
found that the coercive effects of a "renegade" supervisor's threat were
negated by the enpl oyer's statenents of its position agai nst the union. The
Enpl oyer' s statenents woul d indicate to the enpl oyees that they woul d be abl e
to report to upper nanagenent any incidents of unfairness by the renegade
super vi sor because the enpl oyees voted agai nst the uni on.

Any coercive effects of the statenents by Avila and Franco
were negated as (orrea and (onzal ez did approach upper nanagenent before
the election and reported the incidents. In turn, they were reassured

that they coul d vote as they pl eased w thout reprisal v

1/ Testinony was elicited that Correa and- Gonzal ez feared reprisal even
after they were reassured by the Enpl oyer's upper nanagenent. However, | have
di sregarded such testinony. Such" testinony Is inherently unreliable. See
"The Regul ation of

(footnote 1 continued on page 12)
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| concl ude that any possi bl e coercive effect resulting from
statenents nade by supervisors Avila and Franco were negated by the assurances
of freedomof choice offered by the Enpl oyer and that the el ecti on was
therefore a result of the free choice of the enpl oyees.

Reconmendat i on

| recommend that the UFWbe certified as the collective bargai ni ng
representative of agricultural enpl oyees of the Enpl oyer in the Sate of
Galifornia.

DATED  Decenber 24, 1981

Respectful |y submtted,

STEVEN K NAGANO
I nvestigative Hearing Exam ner

(footnote 1 conti nued)

Canpai gn Tactics in Representati on Hection Uhder the National Labor Rel ations
Act" by Derek C Bok, Harvard Law Review v. 78:38. (onzal ez' testinony

provi des an exanpl e of why such testinony is wthout nerit. He testified that
he was still fearful of being discharged at the tine of the hearing even

t hough Refugi o Franco was no | onger even working for the Enpl oyer,
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Sate of Galifornia
AR AQLTURAL LABCR RELATI ONS BOARD
Estado de Galifornia
QONSEJO CE RALAQ ONES DE TRABAJADCRES AAR OLAS

Tad ST PR e

HER TAGE FARVE MSHROOMVS, | NC., G e T F
Corm=, ol G aseme . A
| oyer, PoLnt e e Ll ;
Sy st -CaseNo. . 80-RC-8E=SALY
and P , - a s e
£2e Casn Mo, - S0
G- AVBRCA AHL-AQ EZ’ ST Ig 99
Petitioner. JERII AT T By et g Sy :
o 2L

CERTI H CATI ON G- REPRESENTATI VE

CERTI H CAQ ON DAL REPRESENTANTE

An el ection having been conducted in the above matter under the supervision of the
Agricultural Labor Relations Board in accordance with the Rules and Regul ations of the
Board; and it appearing from the Tally of Ballots that a collective bargaining
representati ve has been selected; and no petition filed pursuant to Section 1156. 3(c)
renai ni ng out st andi ng;

Habi endose conduci do una el eccion en el asunto arriba citado bajo |a supervision del
Gonsejo de Relaciones de Trabajadores Agricolas de acuerda con las Reglas vy
Regul aci ones del (onsejo; y apareciendo por la Quenta de Votos que se ha sel ecci onado
un representante de negociacion colectiva;, y que no se ha registrado (archivado) una
peticion de acuerdo con |a Section 1156. 3(c) que queda pendi ente;

Pursuant to the authority vested in the undersigned by the Agricultural Labor Rel ations
Board, IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a najority of the valid ballots have been cast for

De acuerda can | a autoridad establ ecida en el suscribiente por el Gonsej o de Rel aci ones de
Trabaj adores Agricol as. por LA PRESENTE SE CERTIFI CA que | a nayoria de | as bal otas val i das

han si do depositadas en favor de
UN TED FARMWIRKERS OF AR CA, AFL-A O

and that, pursuant to Section 1156 of the Agricultural Labor Rel ations Act, the said | abor

organi zation is the excl usive representative of all the enployees in the unit set forth
bel ow, found to be appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining in respect to
rates of pay, wages, hours of enpl oynent, or other conditions of enpl oynent.

y que, de acuerdo con | a Seccion 1156 del Acto de Rel aci ones de Trabaj adores Agri col as,

di cha organi zaci on de trabaj adores es el represantante excl usi ve de todos | as trabaj adores

en la unidad aqui inplicada, y se ha determnado que es apropi ada con el fin de |lever
cabo negoci aci on col ectiva con respecto al salario, las horas de trabajo, y otras
condi ci ones de enpl eo.

UINT. Al the agricultural enpl oyees of the enployer inthe Sate of California.

UN DAD

Signed at Sacramento, California On behalf of
AGRICULTURAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

On the &rd day of September 1982

Firmando en De parte del
CONSEJO DE RELACIONS DE TRABAJADORES AGRICOLAS

En el dia de 19 /i &5 o ( ST &
_ 22 Coma LU
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